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NOTICE OF FINAL
FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND DECISION
OF THE CITY OF PORTLAND DESIGN COMMISSION
ON AN
APPEALED ADMINISTRATIVE DECISION
(Type Il Process)

CASE FILE: LU 17 -144195 DZ 90 New Self Storage Facility
LOCATION: 3415 SE 62nd Avenue

The adminis trative decision for this case, published on December 20, 2017 was appealed to the
Design Commission by the South Tabor Neighborhood Association

Public hearing s were held February 1, March 15 and April 19,20  18. The Design Commission
voted four to zero to deny the appeal, and uphold the Staff Decision with additional conditions of
approval. The original analysis, findings and conclusion have been revised by the Design
Commission as follows. This decision is available on line:
http://www.portlandonline.com/bds/index.cfm?c=46429

This document is only a summary of the decision. The reasons for the decision
written response to the approval criteria and to public comments received on this a
included in the version located on the BDS website
http://www.portlandonline.com/bds/index.cfm?c=46429
scroll to the relevant Neigh  bor hood, and case number.
appeal. Information on how to do so is includ

, including the
pplication, are
. Click on the District Coalition then
If you disagree wit h the decision, you can
ed at the end of this decision.

GENERAL INFORMATION

Applicant:

Owners:

Party of Interest:

Appellant:

Site Addres s:
Legal Description:

Tax Account No.:
State ID No.:
Quarter Section:
Neighborhood:
Business District:

Bryan Barry | Leon Capital
807 Las Cimas Parkway,

Group
#270 | Austin, TX 78746

Ram Investments LLC

7355 SE Johnson Creek Boulevard | Portland, OR 97206 -9329
Beth Zauner | Aai  Engineering
4875 SW Griffith Drive, Suite 300 | Beaverton, OR 97005
Andisheh Afghan | Aai Engineering
4875 SW Griffith Drive, Suite 300 | Beaverton, OR 97005
South Tabor Neighborhood Association | John Carr , Land Use Chair
2918 SE 67 ™ Ave | Portland, OR 97206

3415 SE 62 nd Avenue

TL 2800 1.41 ACRES, SECTION 07 1S 2E; TL 2700 0.16 ACRES,
SECTION 07 1S 2E
R992070780, R992072260
1S2EQ7AD 02800, 1S2EQ07AD
3336

South Tabor, con tact John Carr at  jcarrpdx@gmail.com.

Eighty -Second Ave of Roses Business Association, contact Nancy
Chapin at nchapin@tsgpdx.com

02700

1900 SW 4th Avenue, Suite # 5000, Portland, OR 97201


http://www.portlandonline.com/bds/index.cfm?c=46429
http://www.portlandonline.com/bds/index.cfm?c=46429
mailto:jcarrpdx@gmail.com
mailto:nchapin@tsgpdx.com
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District Coalitio n:  Southeast Uplift, contact Leah Fisher at 503-232-0010.

Zoning: CG, General Commercial

Case Type: DZ, Design Review

Procedure: Type Il, an administrative decision with appeal to the Design
Commission.

Proposal:

The applicant requests Design Review app  roval for a new three -story, approximately 142.907
square foot, self -storage facility inthe  South Tabor Neighborhood. The building will be bounded
by SE Powell Boulevard to the south and SE 62 nd Avenue to the east. The building isin aCG
zone.

The build ing will be clad in brick, with alternating brick piers, and metal panel at the SE corner

of the site. Additionally, atwo  -story aluminum storefront system will provide glazing at the

ground floor of both street facing facades. The pattern of alternating b rick piers is carried over on
to the west and north elevations, which are composed predominantly of metal panel, with a base

of ground face CMU. The main entrance to the facility will be located off of SE Powell Boulevard,

a major transit street, with an a dditional entrance along SE 62  nd Avenue, a local service street.
The proposal also includes 6 parking spaces, as well as 2 loading spaces, which will take entry

from SE 62nd Avenue. Flexible incubator office space will be provided with frontage and entry

along the SE Powell Boulevard. The proposal also includes a stormwater system, as well as
landscaping and screening.

Per Zoning Code Section 33.284.040.A Design Review is required for new self -storage buildings
in the C and EX zones.

Relevant Approval Cri  teria:

In order to be approved, this proposal must comply with the approval criteria of Title 33. The
relevant approval criteria are:

< 33.284.050 Self Storage Design Guidelines

ANALYSIS
Site and Vicinity: This site is a rectangular lot, approximately 68,374 square feet in size. The
site is currently the home of a commercial nursery (Den

frontage on SE Powell Blvd. The current configuration of the land division site was created
through a recent Property Line Adjus tment, 16 -153436 PR.

The site is relatively flat with average slopes of less than 1%. There are a small number of trees
onsite located near the northeast portion of the property and clustered near existing development.
The existing nursery, gardens and as  sociated structures are proposed for removal. Much of the
site is currently cleared for outdoor storage.

South of the site, a mix of commercial and multi -family housing is zoned and developed along SE
Powell Blvd. North of Powell, development is primarily single -dwelling homes with some additional
multi -family housing. Nearby lots typically range from 4,300 to 7,000 square feet.

Zoning: The General Commercial (CG) zone is intended to allow auto  -accommodating commercial
development in areas already predom inantly built in this manner and in most newer commercial
areas. The zone allows a full range of retail and service businesses with a local or regional market.

Industrial uses are allowed but are limited in size to avoid adverse effects different in kind o r

amount than commercial uses and to ensure that they do not dominate the character of the

commercial area. Development is expected to be generally auto - accommodating, except where the

site is adjacent to a transit street or in a Pedestrian District. The zoneOs devel opment stan

promote attractive development, an open and pleasant street appearance, and compatibility with
adjacent residential areas. Development is intended to be aesthetically pleasing for motorists,
transit users, pedestrians, and the businesses themselves.

The BufferZone 6 b6 overl ay requires additional buffering bet we
zones. It is used when the base zone standards do not provide adequate separation between

residential and nonresidential uses. The sepa ration is achieved by restricting motor vehicle

access, increasing setbacks, requiring additional landscaping , restricting signs, and in som e cases
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by requiring additional information and proof of mitigation for uses that may cause off - site
impacts and nu isances.

Land Use History: City records indicate that prior land use reviews include the following:

1 16-153436 -PR: Property Line Adjustment that was recently processed to create the current
lot configuration of the site. That PLA rotated the line between t ax lots 2900 and 2800 so
that the portion of ownership in the CG zone became separate from the portion zoned R5.

1 PC 77998: Zoning amendment from R5 to C2 for expansion; conditions applied to address
nei ghborsd concerns

1 PC7276/CU78 -82: Amendmenttothe C omprehensive Plan Map designation and a zone
change from R2 to C2 for eastern portion of the site, and Conditional Use for the remaining
residentially zoned portion of the site for nursery use. All conditions from CU 59 =77
remained in effect.

 CU59-77: Conditional Use associated with nursery operations

1 CU94-68: Conditional Use associated with nursery operations

Agency Review: A ONotice of Proposal in YouluyN20l7ghfher hoodd was
following Bureaus have responded with no issues or concer ns:

71 Site Development Section of BDS  (See Exhibit 1)

1 The Bureau of Environmental Services responded with comments describing available
sanitary service, as well as requirements for stormwater management onsite. Please see
Exhibit E -2a, E -2b and E2c for ad ditional details.

1 The Bureau of Transportation Engineering responded with comments required dedications
off of NE Sandy Boulevard and about the requested loading Modification, including

conditions of approval, and other requirements related to Title 17. P lease see Exhibit E -3a
and E -3b for additional details from PBOT and Exhibit E -4 for additional details from
ODOT.

1 The Water Bureau responded with comments about available water service to the site.
Please see Exhibit E -5 for additional details.

1 The Fire Bureau responded with the following comment: A separate building permit is
required for this proposal. All applicable Fire Code requirements shall apply at the time of
permit review and development. Please see Exhibit E -6 for additional details.

1 The Life Safety Section of BDS responded with general life safety comments. Please see
Exhibit E -7 for additional details.

1 PBOT and ODOT submitted additional responses as shown in Exhibit H -47-49.

Neighborhood Review: A Notice of Proposal in Your Neighborhoodwa s mailed on July 5, 2017. A
total of 31 written responses  were received from either the Neighborhood Association or notified
property owners in response to the proposal.

1.  Andrew Plambeck, April 5, 2017, Neighbor, wrote in opposition _ to the project.

2. Stacie Greer, April 28, 2017, Neighbor to the north, wrote with opposition to the project,
citing concerns with access and the current driveway configuration, increased traffic,
landscaping and security  issues.

3.  Shawn Morgan, May 8, 2017, Neighbor, wrote and called to inquire about the process and
when a neighborhood notice would be sent out.

4. John Carr, May 8, 2017, Chair for the South Tabor Neighborhood Association, wrote to ask
for clarification  regarding the driveway configuration.

5.  Stacie Greer, May 10, 2017, Ne ighbor to the north, wrote in opposition _ to the project,
citing several concerns, including driveway locations, active uses, fencing, landscaping and
access hours.

6. Duane Hanson, May 11, 2017, Neighbor, wrote in opposition to the project, citing several
concerns, including driveway locations, active uses, and access hours.

7. Angie Hahn, July 7, 2017, Neighbor, wrote in opposition to the project, citing concerns
with the inappropriateness of the use, increased noise and security.
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8. Andrew Plambeck, July 12, 2017, Neighbor, wrote in opposition to the project, citing the
i nappropriateness of the wuse, increased traffic and
environmental goals.

9. Harmony Quiroz, July 24, 2017, Neighbor, wrote in opposition to the project, citing several
concerns, including driveway locations, increased traffic, active uses, and response to
neighborhood character.

10. Kurt Neilson, July 25, 2017, Neighbor, wrote in opposition to the project, citing the
inappropriateness of the use.

11. Kerry Rowand, July 25, 2017, Neighbor, wrote in opposition to the project, citing concerns
with the lack of exterior lighting, windows and community space, as well as concerns with
driveway configuration, congestion and traffic safety.

12. John Carr, July 31, 2017, South Tabor Neighborhood Association Land Use Chair, wrote on
behalf of the STNA in  opposition _ to the project, citing several concerns including traffic
impacts on SE 62nd Avenue, active uses along SE 82nd Avenue, materiality and massing.

13. Andrew Plambeck, August 1, 2017, Neighbor, wrote in opposition _to the project, citing
concerns with increased traffic, lack of response to neighborhood character, pedestrian

amenities (response to local bus stop), active use and lighting on site.
14. Kiristine Schultz, August 1, 2017, Neighbor, wrote in opposition to the project, citing
concerns with increased traffic on SE 62nd, safety, liveability and active use.

15. Greg Greer, August 1, 2017, Neighbor, wrote in opposition _ to the project, citing
concerns with increased traffic on SE 62nd, security, increa sed noise, massing and
materiality.

16. Linda Sargent -Eder, August 1, 2017, Neighbor, wrote in opposition to the project, citing
concerns with security and safety of the structure, as well as increased traffic and safety
concerns on SE Powell Boulevard.

17. Laura Claar, August 1, 2017, Neighbor, wrote in opposition _ to the project, citing
concerns with access and increased congestion off of SE 62nd, materiality, height,
landscaping, security and lack of active uses.

18. Darlene Zimbardi, August 2, 2017, Neighbor, wrote in opposition to the project, citing
concerns with increased traffic, and lack of response to security concerns and
neighborhood character.

19. Eric Lozano, August 3, 2017, Neighbor, wrote in opposition _ to the project, citing
concerns with massing on end walls, as well as materiality, traffic impacts, and lack of
response to security concerns and neighborhood character.

20. John Carr, August 3, 2017, Neighbor, wrote in opposition to the project, citing concerns
regarding security, providing more on-site parking, as well as the location and screening of
mechanical equipment and trash/recycling areas.

21. Tim Parsons, August 4, 2017, Neighbor, wrote in opposition to the project, citing
concerns with materiality and lack of response to neighborhood character.

22. Joan Frederik sen, August 4, 2017, Neighbor, wrote in opposition _ to the project, citing
concerns with materiality, traffic impacts, and lack of response to security concerns and
neighborhood character.

23. D.Amico, August 4, 2017, Neighbor, wrote in opposition to the project, citing concerns
with materiality, traffic impacts, and lack of response to security concerns and
neighborhood character.

24. Anne Storrs, August 4, 2017, Neighbor, wrote in opposition _ to the project citing
concerns with materiality, traffic impacts, and lack of response to security concerns and
neighborhood character.

25. Jeff Christenson, August 4, 2017, Neighbor, wrote in opposition to the project citing
concerns with the access points to the creating increased traffic and safety impacts.

26. Jamie Orr, August 4, 2017, Neighbor, wrote in opposition to the project citing concerns
with materiality, traffic impacts, and lack of response to security concerns and
neighborhood character.

27. Dave Peterson, August 4, 2017, Neighbor, wrote in opposition _ to the project citing
concerns with materiality, traffic impacts, and lack of response to security concerns and
neighborhood character.

28. Andrew Locke, August 4, 2017, Neighbor, wrote in opposition _ to the project citing

concerns with materiality, traffic impacts, and lack of resp onse to security concerns and
neighborhood character.
29. Mark Anderson, August 4, 2017, Neighbor, wrote in opposition _ to the project citing

concerns with materiality, traffic impacts, and lack of response to security concerns
and neighborhood character.
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30. Gabe S., August 4, 2017, Neighbor, wrote in opposition _ to the project citing
concerns with  the proposed use and its lack of response to neighborhood context and
character.
31. Allen Maertz, August 5, 2017, Neighbor, wrote in opposition to the project
citing concern s with increased traffic, and lack of response to security
concerns and neighborhood  character.

Response to Neighborhood Comments received before the Design Commission Hearing
The responses from the neighborhood raised several concerns with similar theme s.

9 Traffic Impacts and Driveway Configuration. The projectds transportation i
compliance with PBOTG6s technical standards are out si
revi ew. The extent of the Design Commi sstoonds eval
placement of the development, materials and appearance. Therefore, Design

Commi ssionds review of the | ocation of a driveway f
has on a projectodos abil it rivewvay confegedtioniseesdrited gui del i ne

in more detail below.

I Facade Articulation : Street Facades and Metal Panel.  Details on how this issue has been
addressed are discussed in the findings below for Self ~ -Service Storage Design Guidelines
A, B and C.

1 Active uses and glazing on SE Powell Blvd. _ The issues of street fagade activation and
active use are discussed further in the findings below for Self -Service Storage Design
Guidelines A, B and C.

I Facade Articulation. Details on how this issue has been addressed are discussed in the
findings below for Self -Service Storage Design Guidelines A, B and C.

1 Greenwalls. Inresponse to the request to bring back the proposed green trellised walls
along the street facing facade, the design was revised to remove these elements since
there is little evidence to indicate that these trellises would be maintained overtime. In
order to avoid the possible result of blank walls, dead vegetation and exposed wire trellis,
the green wall portion of the facades were removed and replaced with addition glazing
and views into active uses, or circulation spaces.  In addition to the extended glazing,
further articulation along each street facing fa-ad
brick piers. The issue of street fagade activation and active uses is discussed further in
the findings below for Self -Service Storage Design Guidelines A, B and C.

9 Screening for Mechanical/Trash/Recycling. To address concerns regarding screening of
mechanical, trash and recycling areas, the applicant has provided plans demonstrating
the locat ion of these elements on site. A roof plan submitted for the final proposal
demonstrates that there is no mechanical equipment proposed on the roof top or outside
the building on site. Additionally, all trash and recycling will be designated to a room
with in the building, not visible from SE 62nd Avenue.

1 Landscaping. The final proposal demonstrates improvements on the amount of
landscaping that was proposed at the time of notice. This includes additional landscaping
along the eastern lot line, withintheb uf f er over |l ay, providing over 4060
between the street and the proposed drive  -way area. Additionally, a landscaped buffer,
rangi ng -§& ohm sl 6b e e n -foontofeacis street facing facade, helping to
somewhat soften the impact of  the development. Further details on how the landscaping
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requirements have been met are discussed in the findings below for Self -Service Storage
Design Guideline D .

i Parking. In addition to the removal of the northern driveway onsite, all parking and
loadi ng areas have been moved within the building, minimizing their visibility from NE
62nd Avenue. The parking area is screened by landscaping and the brick facade along
the street. The approved design reduces the number of vehicle entry points onsite and
provides opportunities for more, continuous, active frontages to meet the Self -Storage
Design Guidelines A and C. O ne point of entry has been proposed on SE 62nd Avenue,
which reduces the number of vehicle entry points onsite and provides an opportunity for
continuous active frontage on SE Powell Blvd. Further details on how this issue has been
reviewed are discussed in the findings below for Self -Service Storage Design Guidelines
A, B and C.

9 Security. Inresponse to concerns with security in and around the si te, the design ensures
that there is ample lighting, security cameras, fencing and secured entry points around
the facility. This includes new fencing along the northern and eastern setbacks, as well
as loading bay doors which block off entry into the main portion of the facility. Further
details on how the security requirements have been met are discussed in the findings
below for Self -Service Storage Design Guideline F

SUMMARY OF DESIGN COMMISSION HEARINGS

The original approved proposal was appealed to the Design Commission on Janua ry 3,
2018. The following is a summary of the i ssues raised by the Appellant and supporters of
the appellant  and reviewed by the Desigh Commission at the hearing on February 1 st

2018, and during the request to hold the recor d open (per 197.XXX) on March 15 t 2018.

Design Commission Responses to Issue Themes Raised at February 1 st, 2018 Hearing:
Public testimony raised several concerns at the hearing on February 1, 2018 . Many of the
concerns continued the themes raised in t he original comment period and the extent of this
testimony is highlighted in Exhibits H.7 -H.18. To help summarize the issues raised, staff
organized the themes above into condensed categories which are detailed in Exhibits H.6a and
H.6b. Below are the app ellant issues listed by staff and the responses from the Design
Commission . These are addressed in the findings below, which are also incorporated by
reference into the findings addressing the approval criteria.

1 South Tabor Neighborhood Plan and Outer S outheast Community Plan are Not
Applicable Approval Criteria . These plans do not include approval standards and are not
applicable to the project and do not provide a basis for modifying or denying the
application. Only the relevant sections of Title 33 of the City Code apply to the project.

1 Materials and Massing. _ In response to the issues raised around materials and massing,
the Design Commission referenced a desire to break up massing and add more
articulation, but acknowledged that they wanted to av oid heavily impacting net leasable
area. Suggestions to explore and address at the next hearing included redistributing
some of the brick from the street facing facades to the corners of the other facades, a

O0balanced cut and fill ¢ oaéndbackmgar tmegonindliee, adding| di ng
more landscaping as screening or addition pilasters or trellises with plant material. Leon
has concerns about the feasibility of the oO0Ocut and

1 Active Spaces. Commission referenced a desire to add an additional door to the proposed
active use space on SE Powell Blvd. It was also confirmed that 2 nd story of glaz ing along
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SE Powell Blvd. will provide views into active corridors. Other requests made of the active
use space were determined to not be withi n the purview of the Design  Commission . BDS
cannot dictate how spaces are leased/sold within a development and are solely charged
with evaluating whether the proposed program meets approval criteria. The proposed

ground floor active space is designed to me et the required depth and size of a typical
commercial office/retail space. How this space is divided and its availability to the

community are not covered by the Self ~ -Service Storage Design Guidelines.

I Placement of Vehicle Entry/Exit.
0 Traffic Impacts and  Driveway Configuration . Testimony encouraged that a driveway

be located on SE Powell or if on SE 62nd, that it be located further south (closer to

SE 62nd). The projectds transportation impacts or
standards are outsideof t he Design Commi ssionds review. The
Commi ssionds evalwuation of vehicle areas is | imit¢
devel opment, materials and appearance. Therefore,
the location of a driveway focuses upon t he i mpact the placement has ol
ability to meet design guidelines, not whether PBOT may allow a different location.

Commission notes that the approved project reduced the number of ingress/egress
locations to one, and that the potential impact of truck traffic on SE 62nd Avenue is
mitigated by conditions of approval, including requiring a sign that directs truck traffic

to turn right towards SE Powell Boulevard and that the project receive a SE Powell
Boulevard address.

Additionally, the ev idence in the record demonstrates that the self -storage use will
generate less traffic than the previous plant nursery use. Concerns about the
intersection of SE Powell Boulevard and SE 62nd Avenue were not based on

substantial evidence. The required sit e distance along SE Powell Boulevard (390
feet, not 500 feet) is clear and can be met, and the crash history demonstrates that

the intersection is safe. Exhibit H -44. PBOT and ODOT have provided a written
response to further address  issues of congestion , street width and right -of-way
improvements, and concluded that SE 62nd Avenue provides the safest and an

efficient means of providing access to the site. See Exhibits G-9,H-49,H-48 and H -
47 for detail.
The garage door that is located on the lot line on SE 62nd Avenue does not create a

queuing concern because the garage door will remain open during business hours.

o Parking . In addition to the removal of the northern driveway onsite, all parking and
loading areas have been moved  within the building, min imizing their visibility from

NE 62 "d Avenue. The parking area is screened by landscaping and the brick facade
along the street. These measures enhance compatibility and makes the facade

more interesting and increases the compatibility with nearby residen tial areas.
Existing development in the surrounding area does not include internalize

parking, so this element of the project is of a higher quality design.

il Buffer Zone/Residential Abutting Sites and Off -Site Impacts. The outdoor vehicle area
complies with the required setbacks, and is allowed in the buffer overlay. This area will
be screened on all sides by at least 11 feet of highly intensive landscaping, including
trees, 6-foot-high evergreen shrubs and groundcover, which mitigate the presence of
th e vehicle area. The mechanical roll up door is 45.5 feet from the northern property
line, will be a low noise model (decibel level at the property line will be the equivalent of
quiet conversation), and will screened and buffered by fencing and landscapin g, which
are a noise and visual buffer from the adjacent property. Because of the adequacy of
the internal truck and parking maneuvering area, the exterior truck turnaround area is
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designed to be used rarely, and is expected to be used by large trucks onl y during
business hours.

Only 18 units in the facility are large enough that if the tenant desired to use a single

truck to fill the unit, that truck (SU -30, a 26086 truck) would be requirec
exterior turn around area. Ex. H.41. Conditions J and K require that signs be posted

that prohibit idling and parking in the exterior turnaround area, and the area can be

accessed only throughacode -secured garage door that is availabl e

hours. 6

1 Maodification to Buffer Overlay Standard (33.410.040.A) . As approved, the building and
site layout did not meet the Buffer Overlay setback requirement along the street at SE
62nd Avenue. This standard requires a 1006 setback |
portion of a site in the Buffer Overlay , across from an R Zone. Since the Buffer Overlay
extends for 5006 south of the northern property | ine
however, only 45.586 was provided. Il nstead of reques
the applicant has chosen to rec  onfigure the building to provide the required landscaping
for a length of 506 along the street. rédpamseGo mmi ssi o
change the site plan and landscaping plan to address this issue, and a modification is no
longer required. S ee Exhibits C.1 and C.15 for detail.

Design Commission Responses to New Evidence Presented prior to March 15 th Hearing:

A request to hold the record open (per 197. 763) at the February 1 st, 2018 hearing, provided
an opportunity for new evidence (1 st 14 day), a response to new evidence (2 " 14 day), and a
rebuttal from the applicant (3 rd 14 day). Public testimony raised several concerns with

similar themes presented at the hearing on February 1, 2018 . The extent of this testimony
and new evidence is highlig hted in Exhibits H.23 -H.55 . Below is a brief summation of the
main issues raised by the appellants during the first and second 1 4-day periods, followed by

Design Commission 6 s response.

First 14 Days & Submission of New Evidence (Exhibits H.23  d H.32)

f

App ellant Comments (Exhibit H.31)
The appell ant submitted a |l etter to respond to the
February 1 st hearing, introduce new evidence, and propose possible solutions or
conditions of approval. In summation, the response addresse d the following issues:
0 More massing breaks and reduction in height on north and west facades
o Powell Blvd. - create a symmetrical rhythm of bays with placement of vertical
piers
o0 Incubator Office & provide restrooms for office space, instead of shared and a
second entry from SE Powell Blvd.
0 Location of Vehicle entry/egress on SE 62 nd Avenue and SE Powell Blvd is not
compatible (Appendix A, B and C relate to this item). Entry should be moved
closer to SE Powell Blvd.
o Applicant 6s pr es e ntstdoisubjective, bnlyorme xamptetwasvina
South Tabor and not across from an R Zone.
0 Concerned about the hours of operation and how the facility will be monitored
after hours for security. Original EA indicated that the facility will be accessible

24 hou rs.
Summary of Neighbor and NW Self Storage Comments (Exhibits H.23 -H.25, H.27 -H.30
and H.32)
The comments submitted by several neighbors and the NW Self Storage company
mai nly spoke to the projectds | ack of compatibilit

commercial uses. Their comments supported the letter written by the Appellant but
added more detailed evidence on the following issues:
0 Location, size and screening of driveway on SE 62nd Avenue
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o Height, mass and bulk of proposed facility is out of scale w ith adjacent
residential and commercial uses

o Material changes do not compensate for massing breaks

Location, size and screening of driveway on SE 62nd Avenue

o Location of and frequency of access to proposed vehicle turn -around area, and
loading doors, is not in character with adjacent residential uses

o

Second 14 Days & Response to New Evidence (Exhibits H.34 -51)

|l

Transportation Issues.  PBOT and ODOT confirmed that SE 62nd Avenue provides the
safest and most efficient means of access to the site. Howeve r, at the request of the
appellant, PBOT will consider removing parking on the east side of SE 62nd Avenue to
accommodate truck turning movements. Furthermore, they would support a condition

of approval for efforts direct traffic exiting the facility to tu rn right, instead of left,
towards SE Powell Blvd. For full detail see Exhibits H.48 and H.49.

Community Design Guidelines Not Applicable Approval Criteria. The South Tabor

Neighborhood Association in their February 28 letter , Sstated that oBer 33.82
6all . . . proposals subject to design reviewd ot he
specific guidelines 6use the Community Design Guid
by 33.284.040.D, this code leaves room for the Community Design Guidelines to be

used in some way in the review.§é

However, the purpose of that code section, 33.825.065.A, states that Design guidelines

are the approval criteria used to review new development and modifications to existing
development. They ensure the conservation a nd enhancement of the special
characteristics of each design district. Since this proposal is not in a design district or in
an overlay, its guidelines are not dictated by this code section but instead by
33.284.040.D. Per 33.284.040.D., a design review ap plication will be approved if the
review body finds that the applicant has shown that Self -Service Storage design
guidelines in 33.284.050 have been met.

Therefore, t he Community Design Guidelines are not applicable to the project, and are
not a basis fo r interpreting the self -storage specific guidelines.

Setbacks and PlaneBreaks . The buil dingds setback from
accordance with the buffer overlay zone, and generous landscaping contributes to
compatibility. There is no buffer over lay on the west side of the property, but
Commission determined that compatibility would be enhanced by setting the building

back an additional approximately 5 feet from the residentially zone property, as

required by condition O. The plane breach is enhan ced by the commensurate
approximately 5-foot bump out along the western facade towards the commercially

zoned property. Other compatibility measures include added pilasters and wrapping of

high quality materials around the corner. While not a building ele ment, the significant
landscaping must be acknowledged and will obscure the western and northern facades

of the building.

Height . Some testimony requested that the height of the project be reduced where it

is adjacent to residential zoned property. The City has determined that in some
cases, restrictions on commercial development that is located adjacent to residential
development is appropriate. The buffer overlay zone, which applies only on the

northern portion of the property, requires additional set backs and landscaping, and
imposes use restrictions. PCC 33.410.040. Height reductions are not required.

Because the street frontage is over 100 feet in length, the code requires that the

building be at least 30 feet in height. PCC 22.284.030.B. Addition ally, the

norther
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compatibility analysis demonstrates that the proje
corner at SE Powell Blvd/SE 62nd at 40 feet) is appropriate, in part due to the
projectds roofline, massing, materials, articulati

i Landsca ping. The final proposal demonstrates improvements on the amount of
landscaping that was proposed at the time of notice. This includes additional
landscaping along the eastern lot line, within the buffer overlay, providing over 4 0@
landscaped area between the street and the proposed drive -way area. Additionally, a
| andscaped buffers506r aragi b efnr gramtwidhch srdet i n
facing facade, helping to somewhat soften the impact of the development. To ensure
that the proposed landscaping provided adequate year-round screening, the
Commission required that all proposed trees in the required landscaping buffers be
an evergreen or coniferous tree species, per Condition P.

Testimony questioned whether the project met the 15% landscaping st andard.
Compliance with the 15% standard is determined after right -of-way dedications are
made, so the calculations on the landscaping plan at Exhibit C -15 are accurate, and

comply with the 15% standard.

Staff reviewed these issues and suggested conditio ns of approval, in depth, and made
recommendations to the Design Commission which are summarized in Exhibit H.55,

Summation of Conditions of Approval. In short, many of the Conditions of Approval requested
by the appellant and other neighborhood comments are not within the purview of the Design
Commission, such as the hours of operation for the facility or the reconfiguration and

relocation of the driveway. Further response to the issues raised in this testimony is provided

in the findings below.

There is considerable overlap among what the Self  -Storage Design Guidelines evaluate, and

the issue themes described i mmedi ately above and in t
Comments received before the Design Commission hearin
the themes and for each of the specific guidelines are incorporated by reference as findings

for each of the other guidelines.

ZONING CODE APPROVAL CRITERIA

Chapter 33.284 Self Service Storage

33.284.010 Purpose Self-Service Storage uses have some characteris  tics in common with both

commercial use and industrial uses. This chapter provides regulations so that Self -Service
Storage uses can be appropriately sited in either industrial or some commercial zones, while
maintaining the desired character and function of the specific zones. In general, Self  -Service

Storage uses are similar to other commercial uses in that they provide a service to residential
and business uses. The character of their development is often more similar to industrial
buildings and their lo  w activity level does not add to the vitality of a commercial area.

Section 33.284.050 Self -Service Storage Design Guidelines

These design guidelines are used to review new Self -Service Storage uses in the C and EX
zones. They apply in addition to any des ign guidelines that apply because of an overlay zone or
plan district.

Note: In this case, there is no design overlay and no plan district so there are
no additional guidelines for this proposal.

A. Building and roof design. The building and roof are des igned to be compatible
with surrounding  development, especially near residential uses. Considerations include
design elements that break up long, monotonous building or roof lines and elements
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that are compatible with the desired character of the zone.

B. Building materials.  The materials used for buildings, roofs, fences and other structures
are compatible with the desired character of the zone and are visually pleasing, especially
near residential uses.

Findings for A & B: The proposed three story self  -stor age facility building is located
along a major transit corridor (SE Powell Boulevard Avenue) which is a continuous mix

of CG and Rla zoning directly around the site. North and south of the site are
residential developments, of mixed R5, R2 and R1 zones, an d there is a variety of
commercial development to the east and west. Although this use is allowed in the

General Commercial Zone, it must be compatible with the desired character of the

zone, especially nearby residential uses. To ensure issues of compatib ility were met,
the Design Commission  worked with the applicant to ensure this proposal specifically
addressed the issues of setbacks, height, massing and material composition of each

facade, in an effort to create a responsive and cohesive addition to the neighborhood.

Since both Guidelines consider compatibility, an analysis requires (1) understanding

what ocompatibled means; (2) identifying what t is
compared to in order to determine compatibility; and (3) comparing the i dentified
elements in the compatibility analysis in order to reach a conclusion.
(1) Compatible
Compatible is not defined in the code. Therefore, the word has its ordinary dictionary
meaning. PCC 33.910.010. As noted i nH-3®prthwest Sel
ocompatibledéd is defined as:
capable of existing together in harmony; compatible theories;
compatible people
https://www.merriam -webster.com/dictionary/compatible ,
accessed February 28, 2018.
Compatible does not mean identical or mimicking in style. Building and roof designs can
be different, while also being harmonious.
(2) Comparison for Determining Compatibility -0Surrounding devel opment, es
near residenti al uses. O
Guideline A requires a comparison of the proposal with existing surrounding
development; e.g., the buildings and roofs that currently exist within the surrounding
area. Guideline B relates to whether the materials are compatible with the desired
character of t he zone. Therefore, the O0surrounding devel
How far the Osurrounding developmentdé extends from t
Cityds code, and the purpose statements in PCC chapt

particular surroundin g development, other than that nearby residential uses are
specifically referenced. In this case, what should be considered as the surrounding
development is influenced by the text of Guidelines A and B, the purposes statements
in the Self -Service Storage chapter of the zoning code (Chapter 284), zoning
designations and their desired character, and the dictionary definition of
osurrounding. o

The
a.

o

definition of surroundd includes:

to enclose on all sides (the crowd  surrounded her); to enclose so as to cu t off
communication or retreat

to form or be a member of the entourage of (flatterers who surround the king)
to constitute part of the environment of ( surrounded by poverty)

to extend around the margin or edge of (a wall surrounds the old city)


https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/compatible
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Merriam -Webster.com . Merriam -Webster, n.d. 2 Sun. 22 Sep.
2017017. https://www.merriam - webster.com/dictionary/surround

Guideline s A and B references nearby residential uses, so those should be included in

the Osurrounding area. o However, the code and cont e
inclusive Osurrounding aread6 that extends beyond | us
purpose stat ements in PCC 33.284.010, 33.284.030.A, and 33.284.040.A, are all focused

on C and EX zones. The SE Powell Boulevard corridor east and west of the site is a

patchwork of zoning that includes CG, R1 and R5 zoned properties. The %2 block wide,

% mile long ¢ orridor, from to SE 56th Avenue to SE 67th Avenue, is an approximate ¥4

mile extension west and east of the site, and captures several CG zoned properties, as

depicted on the maps attached to Exhibit H -43. Because this area encloses the proposed
development on all sides and includes the identified zoning, it is the area of
Osurrounding developmenté that is analyzed as part c

(3) Comparing the Identified Elements in the Compatibility Analysis and Compatibility
Conclusion

The existing development  in the surrounding area is a mix of residential and commercial
buildings consisting of a variety of architectural styles and materials. Exhibit H.20 and
H.43 includes photographs of exemplary surrounding development.

Surrounding Development . The south side of SE Powell is predominately single family
development, which is typically separated from SE Powell Boulevard by frontage roads
and/or a continuous cement block wall that may or may not be covered in vines. For
example, along single -color cement b lock wall extends from SE 62nd Avenue to SE 64th
Avenue and again from SE 65th Avenue to SE 66th Avenue on the south side of SE

Powell Boulevard, and appears it may be intended to mitigate sound from Powell. Single
family homes are of primarily wood const ruction, and multifamily buildings are primarily
comprised of wood and/or stucco material, and are either oriented toward SE Powell
Boulevard or a side street. The surrounding commercial development is a mix of ages,
construction type and materials. Buil dings include two story stucco buildings (some
with brick) near SE 57th and SE 65th/SE 66th, and single -story buildings with a variety
of materials, including wood, some brick elements, brick facades, some stone accents

and concrete block. The commercial buildings are box shaped with square corners and
similar plane breaks than the proposed storage facility.

Surrounding Rooflines . While building forms in the surrounding area are diverse, there

is considerable roof line consistency. The predominate rooflin e for commercial buildings
and multifamily buildings is a flat roof. Similarly, the predominant roofline for single

family homes is hipped or gabled roofs. No testimony has been offered that the existing
commercial rooflines are incompatible with one ano ther or nearby residential
development. Instead, the two uses and typical building forms and rooflines, commercial

and residential, differ but are harmonious. The diversity of form and roofline contributes

to visual interest, and creates an overall compa tible development pattern.

Desired Character of the Zone . The property is zoned General Commercial (CG), and the
desired character of the zone is expressed in PCC 33.130.030.G., which provides:

G. General Commercial zone. The General Commercial (CG) zo ne is intended to allow
auto -accommodating commercial _ development in areas already predominantly built in

this manner and in most newer commercial areas. The zone allows a full range of retail
and service businesses _ with a local or regional market. Industr ial uses are allowed but
are limited in size to avoid adverse effects different in kind or amount than commercial

uses and to ensure that they do not dominate the character of the commercial area.
Development is expected to be  generally auto -accommodating, except where the site is
adjacent to a transit street or in a Pedestrian District . The zone's development standards



https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/surround
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promote attractive development , an open and pleasant street appearance , and
compatibility with adjacent residential areas . Developmentisi ntended to be aesthetically
pleasing for motorists, transit users, pedestrians, and the businesses themselves

These elements are reflected in the following aspects of the design:

Driveway. The driveway location on SE 62nd Avenue does not detract from

compatibility. The only portion of the driveway that is across from the residentially zoned

property is the apron of the driveway. During the hearing on February 1, PBOT and

ODOT stated that the relocation of this driveway further south towards SE Powell

Bou levard was not supportable or recommended. As a result, the Design Commission

deferred to the judgement of these agencies. At the request of the neighborhood, and

support from PBOT and ODOT, a Condition of Approval will be added which requires

signagetobe posted stating ono |l eft turndé as patrons exi
keep the auto -accommodating use of the building oriented towards the Major City Traffic

Street and towards an area "already predominantly built in this manner," rather than

north onto the narrow | ocal service streets, thereby
compatibility with nearby residential uses.

End Wall Condiitions. Both end walls feature a pattern of the alternating brick piers,
seen on the street facades, which are carried o nto the end walls at the north and west
elevations.

During the February 1 st, 2018 hearing, the Design Commission expressed concern
regarding the length of the west fagade and whether it utilized massing breaks to avoid a
long monotonous fagade . Commissio n determined that the building would better meet

Guideline Ads requirement that the building be compa
the portion of the buildingbds west fa-ade that is ad
appr oxi maltée Ifyeer5Bte ngt h of approxi mately 10060, as show

Exhibit H -33b.1. While the condition does not specifically reference moving the portion of
the west facade that is adjacent to the commercial zone closer to the side lot line by

approxi maltée,lhmt5@dbal anced cut and fill é33blsanc onsi stent
the Commi ssionbds desire to have the additional set ba
footage. Further, the relief and ar@dcudathaodank creat

difference a long to the west fagade contributes to its compatibility with surrounding

development. Therefore, the Commission expressly interprets condition L to require that

the portion of the west facade that is adjacent to commercially zoned property should be

setbac k-0&6 from the side ot line, and the portion of |
residentially zoned propeo0b6byfsbmut debsi detbatkI|l l686,
Scheme B on Exhibit H.33  b.1. Other compatibility measures include added pilas ters and

wrapping of high quality brick materials around the corner to match that on the north

facade, which are required by Condition M and N. As shown in Scheme A, Exhibit H.33 a.2

and H.33a.3 , the bays between these piers consist of ground faced CMU for 1006 above
grade, with theOd emfainhmgf 5&%de cl ad in concealed fa
panels.

On the north fagade, which is adjacent to an R5 (low -density, single -dwelling)
residential zone, the pattern of alternating brick piers wraps the corne r from the east
facade. This was done to minimize the amount of metal panel create a massing break
through use of materials and architectural elements (brick piers). To ensure this brick
pattern remains on the north facade as proposed in the original propo sal, the Design
Commission required a condition of approval stating that brick shall wrap the north

facade, for two bays and all three stories.

Once the series of alternating brick piers ends, the remaining portion of the facade

features a loading bay do or, metal panel and ground faced CMU and is set back from

the property line at various depths. Also along the north end of the property is a drive

aisle which provides turn  -around space and access to the loading areas and interior

units, in addition to an 80 high wood fence and at | east 116 of |
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Effort has been made to break up the mass of these end walls through the use of large

setbacks, landscaping, massing breaks and alternating materials, which serve to

address many of the concerns addresse  d by the community. However, the composition

of the north fagade would be further improved by carrying the pattern of brick piers

onto the western portion of the fa-ade. This portior
massing breaks and the continuation of the br ick piers would reduce the impact of this

long monotonous facade on the neighboring residences.

I n response, a condition of approval remains, which
and CMU portion of the north fagade shall be divided into 4 separate bays , using

alternating ground faced CMU piers, to continue the pattern that is seen on the brick

portion of this fagcade.

By breaking up the massing into two separate elements with distinct language and

materials, the proposal seeks to simplify building mass and create a hierarchy along all
facades. Although somewhat successful, the proposed facades on SE Powell Blvd. and

SE 62nd Avenue do not include enough design elements to break up long, monotonous
building lines , or building facades. Additionally, this ¢ omposition contrasts with nearby
small businesses along SE Powell, many of which include large storefronts along the

street and views into active uses. The current proposal requires more views into active

spaces or breaks within the facade to avoid dominat ing the surrounding commercial area
and to promote attractive development, an open and pleasant street appearance, and
compatibility with adjacent residential areas . Additionally, the guidelines require that the

design include elements that are compatible with the desired character of the zone

Two conditions of approval will be added to the decision to address these issues and

increase compatibility with the desired character of the zone. The first condition will

require that the depth of the proposed off ice incubator space is increase:}
to ensure that this space does not become additional storage or the location for back of

house activities. A second condition will require that an additional row of glazing be

added at the second story, abo ve the ground floor glazing for the incubator space on SE

Powell Blvd. These conditions will work to ensure the design better serves the purpose

statement of the zone which aims to allow industrial uses but ensure that they do not

dominate the character of the commercial area .

Building Materials. The materials proposed for the building, when viewed individually,
are compatible with the desired character of the zone and are visually pleasing, due to
the following aspects of the design:

The majority of the  ground level facade at SE Powell Blvd features a series of clear

aluminum storefront systems set in a brick fagade, which is laid out in a stretcher bond
masonry pattern of full bricks. This pattern is broken up at the southeast corner when

the brick fagad e changes a double height aluminum storefront system. A series of steel

metal canopies, located above each storefront system, are also a primary feature on the

facade and help enhance the character of the building. The canopy wraps the SE corner
of the bui Iding and this pattern of materials continues onto the SE 62 nd Avenue facade.

The assembly of these materials at the pedestrian level provides a tactile, textured

facade, adding a more human scale to what could be a large, overwhelming structure at
the str eet. To ensure that the proposed storefront systems will be detailed and high in

guality, a condition of approval will be added which requires that all storefront systems

on the SE Powell Blvd. and SE 62 nd Avenue elevations shall feature simulated divided

lites.

At the second and third floor levels, the fagade on SE Powell Blvd. continues its

alternating brick piers, but begins to incorporate black brick within the center three

bays over the ground floor storefronts. As noted above, this pattern is broken up at the
southeast corner, which features a double height glazing system and prefinished



Decision Notice for LU 17 -144195 DZ & New Storage Facility Page 15

architectural metal panels in black. This corner system will be concealed fastener metal
panels, in one color, which are approvable providing they meet a condition re quiring
that one of the following two panel options are met:

o Option 1: 116 fl at pane-sgmigewi th a 16 reveal at
o Option 2: 106 flat pane-gaigewi th a 206 reveal at
These two panel types continue onto the north and west facades, in two different co lors,

and are broken up by alternating brick or ground faced CMU piers.

As whole, the applicant has made a large effort to include high quality materials and

finishes on the proposed building. When looking at each individual material, the

proposal does in deed meet this standard. However, when examining how the

composition of these materials creates a structure that is compatible with the desired
character of the zone and visually pleasing, more effort should be made towards

creating a visually pleasing, or architecturally coherent composition, particularly on SE
Powell Blvd. The Design Commission believes that the proposed conditions of approval
for additional glazing and deeper canopies on SE Powell Blvd., a massing break on the
west facade, as well as add itional ground faced CMU piers on the north facade, will
improve the design and its compatibility with the surrounding development.

With the following conditions of approval, the Design Commission finds  guidelines A and B
are met:
1 Asecond story of glazin g shall be added to the proposed three central bays
of ground floor storefronts along SE Powell  Boulevard (Condition D) ;
1 The depth of the proposed incubator office space shall be increased to 2 0-0
0 6which is more typical for office use (Condition E) ;
1 More articulation shall be added to the north fagade through the continuation
of alternating CMU piers (Condition G) ;
Depth of canopies shaldl ome biorelévatisres s(@additiond) ;4 &
All proposed windows and storefront systems shall featu  re simulated divided lites
(Condition F) ;
1 All concealed metal panels shall meet requirements of Option 1 or Option 2.
(Condition 1) ;
T Setback the portion of wesOto,f aa-dadaec,e natp ptroo xtihnea treels
zone, approxi mat el ynih8cheine B (&xhigittH.33 $.1ankd o w
H.33b.2 ). (Condition L);
1 Composition of materials and piers should match those proposed on Scheme A
(Exhibit H.33 a.2 and H.33a.3 ). This includes wrapping brick onto west facade, 3
stories, and articulate with piers as sho  wn in Scheme A (Exhibit H.33 a.2 and
H.33a.3 ). (Condition M);
1 Wrap brick on North Fagade for two bays, 3 stories, to match that originally
proposed ( Exhibit C.7). (Condition N)
f Signs shall be posted along the egressefportion o
turndé as trucks exit the facility. (Condition O)

C. Streetfacades. The design and layout of the street side of the site provides a varied and
interesting fagade. Considerations include the use of setbacks, building placement, roof
design, and variation s in building walls, fencing, other structural elements, and
landscaping.

Findings: On both the SE Powell Boulevard and SE 62 nd Street fagades, the building
has been designed so that its massing is comprised of two separate elements with

distinct language and materials, joined by a similar ground floor level glazing pattern
and canopies. The southeast corner of the building is 4 0-@ digh, clad in flat metal
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panels and features a two -story black aluminum storefront system. The storefront
system features si mulated divided lites, which wrap the corner, providing double
height glazing on both street facades. The ground floor of this facade is activated by the

facility6s whilaihe 2Mdtofyi ot proyvides views into a faux hallway with faux
doors.
OnSE Powel | Boul evard, this stor etfér camtd s yhsetnem hceont i i

composition of the fa-ade changes to white and bl ac
piers. This brick facade remains in line with the metal panel and aluminum storefront

portion for 358, and then the main por tlibon of the b
providing a noticeable massing break. The center three bays along the brick portion of the

fagade features a series of black aluminum storefronts, each spanning from pier t 0 pier,

for a combined 1108. This additional glazing, actiyv
brick piers and double height glazing at the corner, make an effort to incorporate

elements which help break up this massive facade. However, the Design Commi ssion

feels that more effort could be made to further break up this mass, by providing more

glazing and views into active space. Additionally, even though the building does

incorporate the use of setbacks and landscaping, more could be done to create a var ied
and interesting facade, such as deepening the proposed canopies so that they are usable

to pedestrians and patrons of the facility. To address this, a condition of approval will be

added to this decision which requires the depth of the proposed canopie s to be at least
4@ 0.

OnSE62MAvenue, the double height stored&d.onfthesystem c
remainder of this fagade is comprised of brick, and carries over the series of alternating

brick piers which aim to break up the mass of the large bri ck facade. This fagcade also

features the entry to the parking and loading area which has been integrated within

the building to maintain a consistent building line at the street. Effort was made by the

applicant to not only integrate the parking within the buil ding, but to also inc
landscaping buffer and planter in front of the parking area, to screen this use from the
street.

Overall, the Design Commission find s that the proposal with the outlined conditions,
creates a positive precedent for larg e scale commercial/industrial development on SE
Powell Blvd. and will serve to  provide a varied and interesting facade, as well as promote
attractive development, an open and pleasant street appearance, and compatibility with
adjacent residential areas

With the following conditions of approval, these guidelines are met:
1 A second story of glazing shall be added to the proposed three central bays
of ground floor storefronts along SE Powell  Boulevard (Condition D) ;
1 The depth of the proposed incubator office space shall be increased to 2 0-6
0 6which is more typical for office use (Condition E) ;
1 More articulation shall be added to the north facade through the continuation
of alternating CMU piers (Condition G) ;
Depth of canopies sh®lél odihetieet relevators s(@odditiondd) ;4 &
All proposed windows and storefront systems shall feature simulated divided lites
(Condition F) ;
1 All concealed metal panels shall meet requirements of Option 1 or Option 2.
(Condition 1);

= =4

D. Landscaping. The landscaping o n the site provides appropriate transition from public
to private spaces, separates and buffers the buildings from other uses especially abutting
residential uses, and provides visual relief from stark, linear building walls.

E. Fencing. Any proposed fencing is designed to be compatible with the desired character
of the area and is especially sensitive to abutting residential uses. Use of rolled razor wire is
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discouraged.

Findings for D & E: The proposal allows for street improvements along SE 62 nd
Avenue wh ich create the opportunity for a tree lined street with new sidewalks. This
provides a transition, which is currently lacking on other portions of SE 62 nd Avenue,

from this busy major transit street to the private commercial property.

The proposal provide s a buffer of landscaping along both the north, west and east
facades which helps to soften the large, long metal panel facades from adjacent

residential and commercial uses. Along the north facade, this is done by providing an

116 setback wiftrees, largewsaeern shrubg and ground cover, which in
combination with varied massing breaks, setbacks and material composition, should
improve the view from the adjacent residential zone. This landscaping extends to the

west side of the property, which features more than 118 of
landscaping. Along the northeast portion of the site, the applicant has proposed over

506 of 406 deep of Il andscaping to provide
north and east of the site.

Addtonal 'y, to be sensitive to the residenti
perimeter will be completely enclosed with fencing. The new fencing will be open

metal, and a portion of the fencing on the western lot line will be comprised of an

existing wooden fence associated with a residential property. This fencing enhances

the facilities security, and is also compatible with the commercial and residential

surrounding area.

Landscaping, in the form of shrubs and ground cover, has also been propo sed at the
south and eastern lot lines, in an effort to provide visual relief from stark linear building
walls. This will better screen the facility, turn -around driveway and loading area beyond.

In an effort to ensure that the proposed landscaping provide s year -round screening, the

Design Commission has required a condition of approval that all proposed trees in the
landscaped buffers be evergreen or coniferous. This landscaped proposal creates a
sensitive transition to the surrounding neighborhood and suc ceeds in providing visual
relief from the large mass of the storage facility beyond.

With the following conditions of approval, these guidelines are met:
1 All proposed trees in the required landscaping buffers shall be an evergreen or
coniferous tree spec ies (Condition P).

F. Security. The perimeter of the site is designed to provide adequate security for both the
site and abutting sites. Considerations include fence and wall materials and placement, type
and placement of landscaping including thorny plant material and desired visibility or
privacy.

Findings: The proposal seeks to provide security for both the surrounding community

and its patrons by limiting access into the building. Access into the building storage units

will be controlled from the vehicle entry drive aisle by card access, except for the office
entry, within the access drive area. Internal security (drive aisle) will be provided after
regular business with the roll  -down door. Internal security is provided by card lock doors,
accessible only to paid customers.

In response to concerns with security in and around the site, the project was revised so

that the perimeter of the site is secured by fe ncing. A perforated metal roll  -up door will
be located at the vehicle entry on SE 62nd Avenue, whi ch will remain open during the
facilityds operational hours, and closed after

the parking area will not be fully enclosed so that customers can enjoy natural light and
ventilation. However, security is provided by a 15 -foot -high metal lattice feature behind
the landscaping. This barrier will prohibit any person from access the facility through

this area. Security will be enhanced by ample lighting, security cameras and motion

arger

set back

W |

bu
areas
busin
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sensors within the building and parkin g area. Should a customer remain in the parking
area after business hours or an individual gains unauthorized access, egress will be
allowed and the security system will alert management.

The singular vehicle entry point on SE 62 nd Avenue provides for internal customer
loading and unloading. The northern drive aisle was removed and this circulation plan

was reworked to address the concerns by the Design Commission , the South Tabor
Neighborhood associated and the community members, regarding entry into t he facility
off of SE 62 nd Avenue. By internalizing the parking area and providing one point of

access of SE 62 nd Avenue, the proposal minimizes the impact multiple entryways and

views into parking areas from the right -of-way. Additionally, by setting the gate further
back at SE 62 nd Avenue it will allow vehicles to fully enter the site and not block the

sidewalk. Paid customers will have access into the building via card lock control on all

doors.

The additional aspect of t h e signhasbeen dong tbsinimizei ent at i on
exposure areas and provide necessary visibility and access for the on -site manager as a
means of site security.  This guideline is therefore met.

DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS

Unless specifically required in the approval criteria li sted above, this proposal does not have to
meet the development standards in order to be approved during this review process. The plans
submitted for a building or zoning permit must demonstrate that all development standards of

Title 33 can be met, or ha ve received an Adjustment or Modification via a land use review prior

to the approval of a building or zoning permit.

In order to ensure compliance with prescriptive Title 33 code sections, the applicant has agreed
to the addition of three conditions of ap proval , Conditions J, Kand Q . Although these
conditions are not tied to the Self  -Service Storage Design Guidelines in 33.284.050, they are
tied to other T itle 33 standards as described below:

Chapter 33.262 Off  -Site Impacts

The off -site impact regulations  apply once the facility is operational, but the applicant has
demonstrated that compliance is feasible. Testimony raising concerns about off -site impacts to
the property to the north was speculative and not based in evidence. Findings address the off -
site impact criteria that were raised

33.262.050 Noise

The City noise standards are stated in Title 18, Noise Control. In addition, the Department of
Environmental Quality has regulations which apply to firms adjacent to or near noise sensitive
uses suc h as dwellings, religious institutions, schools, and hospitals.

Findings : Testimony raised concerns about noise levels from the garage door and vehicle

area that face the northern property line, which abuts residentially zoned property. PCC

18.10.010.A, Fi gur e 1, requires that the sound | evel at t he
hoursé of 7 am to 10 pm, and 55 dBa at all ot her hou
during day hours, so operation of the garage door and use of the exterior truck turnaroun d

area will be limited to day hours.

The garagef6s mechanical rol |l up door is 45.5 feet frr
low noise model (decibel level at the property line will be the equivalent of quiet

conversation), and will screened and buffe red by fencing and landscaping, which are a

noise and visual buffer from the adjacent property. The evidence demonstrated that at the

source the door would produce 78 dBa, and at the property line the sound would be 55

dBa. Therefore, compliance with the noise standard is feasible.

The trucks that will rarely use the exterior turnaround area are subject to PCC
18.10.020.A.2, and are therefore limited to the noise levels established by DEQ in OAR
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340-35-030(1). Thesetrucks(SU -30, a 2638 t r unekbycommdrclal ramtal o w
companies (e.g., U -Haul) and are therefore assumed to be in compliance with all DEQ
standards, including noise limitations.

To further ensure that this standard has been met, the applicant has agreed to post signs
that prohibit idl ing and parking in the exterior turnaround area, as indicated in Condition
Jand K.

33.262.070 Odor

A. Odor standard.  Continuous, frequent, or repetitive odors may not be produced. The odor
threshold is the point at which an odor may just be detected

B. Exception.  An odor detected for less than 15 minutes per day is exempt.

Findings : Concerns about odor were limited to vehicle emissions associated with trucks

maneuvering in the exterior truck turn around area. As a threshold matter, Commission

notes t hat vehicle area is allowed in the buffer zone setback area. PCC 33.410.040.B. In

this case, the vehicle area will be separated from the adjacent property by 11 feet, which is

heavily landscaped. As detailed elsewhere in these findings, the evidence dem onstrates

that the turnaround area will be used rarely, and will only be used for maneuvering.

Conditions J and K require that signs be posted that prohibit idling and parking in the

exterior turnaround. The size of trucks that will need to use the turna round area (SU -30,

a 2606 truck) wildl be owned by c o mHAemlyandaseltheref@ent al comp
assumed to be in compliance with all DEQ standards, including emission limitations.

For these reasons, Commission finds that it is unlikely that a ny odors will be detected at
the property line. If an odor is detectible at the property line, it will be rare and randomly
intermittent, and will not occur for a continuous period of 15 minutes at a time or even 15

minutes a day cumulatively. Therefore, Commission determines that it is feasible that the
odor standard will be met, or if there are odors, the quality under the PCC 33.262.080.B
exception.

To further ensure that this standard has been met, the applicant has agreed to post signs
that prohibi tidling and parking in the exterior turnaround area, as indicated in Condition
J and K.

Site Addressing.  The appellants in Exhibit H.30 and H.31, requested the site be addressed as
SE Powell, instead of SE 62 nd Avenue, in order to discourage access taken from local service
streets through the adjacent neighborhood. Since the applicant has agreed to this condition,

and it is within the Cityods control to address it, the
approval, Condition Q, which states the site m ust be addressed as SE Powell Blvd. at time of
permit.

CONCLUSIONS

The Design Commission recognizes the challenges faced by the applicant in accommodating
the desires of the community, the requirements of city guidelines, as well as those demands
from t he private development side which drive the size, scope and cost of the project. As a
result of the previous hearings, the Design Commission has worked with this team, in

response to Appellant concerns to review two additional schemes (Scheme A and B), whi ch
have improved in -terms of materials, landscaping and security concerns. This has led to a
proposal that has been  designed to be compatible with the surrounding development on SE
Powell Blvd.

With conditions of approval,t  he proposed design for this Sel f-Service Storage development,
as indicated in the approved plans, drawings and material samples (Exhibits C -1 through C -
25, H.33a(1 -7) and H.33 b(1-6)) meets all of the Design Guidelines of Zoning Code Section
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33.284, taking into  consideration the elements  of building and roof design, building
materials, the presentation of the street facade, landscaping, fencing and security measures.

The design review process exists to promote the conservation, enhancement, and continued
vitality of areas of the City wit  h special scenic, architectural, or cultural value. As conditioned,
the proposal meets the applicable design guidelines and therefore warrants approval

DESIGN COMMISSION DECISION ON APPEAL OF ADMINISTRATIVE DECISION

Decision by the Design Commission to d eny an appeal and uphold Staff Decision of approval of
a Design Review for a new three -story self -storage facility in the South Tabor Neighborhood.

Approvals are subject to compliance with the approved plans, drawings and material samples,
Exhibits C -1 th rough C -25, H.33a (1-7) and H.33 b(1-6), signed and dated December 13, 2017
and April 13 , 2018 , and are also subject to the following conditions:

A. As part of the building permit application submittal, the following development -related
conditions (B through Q) must be noted on each of the 4 required site plans or included as
a sheet in the numbered set of plans. The sheet on which this information appears must
be labeled "ZONING COMPLIANCE PAGE - Case File LU 17-144195 DZz." All requirements
must be graphically represented on the site plan, landscape, or other required plan and
must be labeled "REQUIRED."

B. At the time of building permit submittal, a signed Certificate of Compliance form
(https:/ /www.portlandoregon.gov/bds/article/623658 ) must be submitted to ensure
the permit plans comply with the Design/Historic Resource Review decision and
approved exhibits.

C. No field changes allowed.

D. An additional bay of windows shall be added to the second story of the SE Powell
Boulevard fagade, directly above the proposed ground floor windows within the three
center bays. The new second story window addition shall match the color, type and size
of the storefront system at the ground floor and at the corner . (Refer to ExhibitC -7, 8
and 10)

E. The area behind the proposed ground floor clear glazing as indicated on Exhibits C-1 & C-
3 shall have a miniOnum nde psthha | d f n2o@féhause tuhctiodse b a ¢ k
such as storage, mechanical, and shelving, and the glazing immediately adjacent to
these areas shall remain clear and transparent.

F. The proposed window and storefront systems on the SE Powell and SE 62 nd Avenue
elevations shall feature simulated divided lites. The simulated divided lites must be
integ ral, in that the mullion grill at the exterior, between the glass and at the interior of
the facade. (Refer to Exhibits C -7, 8,10 & 25)

G. The 1178 | ong metal and CMU portion of the north fa-e
bays, using alternating groun d faced CMU piers, to continue the pattern that is seen on
the brick portion of this facade. (Refer to Exhibit C-7)

H. The depth of the proposed canopies on SE Powell Blvd. and SE 62" Avenue shall be at least
4®06 deep. (Refer8 10&28xhibit C

I. The concealed fastener metal panels, featured on all facades, shall meet one of the

following options regarding size and gauge. (Refer to Exhibit C -7,8,10,18& 25):
o] Option 1: 1 1 flat panels with a 1 Geveal at 20-gauge
o] Option 2: 1 0 flat panels with a 2 Geveal at 22-gauge

J. Signs shall be posted on the exterior of the building adjacent to the loading bay which state,


https://www.portlandoregon.gov/bds/article/623658
https://www.portlandoregon.gov/bds/article/623658
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ono idlingd6 and Ono parkingod6 on the north building we
K. Access, including loading door operation, to the northern exterior vehicle area s hall be

restricted to 06day hoursé, as defined by the Noise Cc

as 7 am to 10 pm. Signs shall be posted on the exterior of the building adjacent to the

loading bay indicating that loading activities are restricted to th ose specific hours.

L. Setback the portion of wes-00faaddacenapptoxtmatebeygi 86n
approximately 10086 |l ong, as s83Mh in Scheme B (Exhibi

M. Composition of materials and piers should match those proposed on Scheme A (Ex hibit H -
33). This includes wrapping brick onto west facade, 3 stories, and articulate with piers as
shown in Scheme A (ExhibitH -33a.2and H -33a.3).

N. Wrap brick on North Facade for two bays, 3 stories, to match that originally proposed
(Exhibit C -7).

O. Signs s hall be posted along the egress portion of the
trucks exit the facility.

P. All proposed trees in the required landscaping buffers shall be an evergreen or coniferous
tree species.

Q. Upon permit approval, the site m ust be addressed as SE Powell Blvd., rather than SE 62 nd
Avenue.

Staff Planner:  Cassandra Ballew

First Hearing Date: February 1, 2018
Second Hearing Date: March 15, 2018
Third Hearing Date: April 19, 2018

Findings and conclusions by the Design Commissi onon: April 19, 2018
By: WMW Chair, Design Commission
Jul@ L|V|ngst
Date Final Decision Effectlve/Malled . April 25, 2018
120 * day date: June 14, 2018
About this Decision. This land use decision is  nota per mit for development. Permits may be
required prior to any work. Contact the Development Services Center at 503 -823-7310 for

information about permits.

Procedural Information. The application for this land use review was submitted on March 31,
2017 , and was determined to be complete on  July 3, 2017

Zoning Code Section 33.700.080 states that Land Use Review applications are reviewed under

the regulations in effect at the time the application was submitted, provided that the

application is complete atth e time of submittal, or complete within 180 days. Therefore , this
application was reviewed against the Zoning Code in effect on March 31, 2017

ORS 227.178 states the City must issue a final decision on Land Use Review applications

within 120 -days of the application being deemed complete. The 120 -day review period may be
waived or extended at the request of the applicant. In this case, the applicant requested that

the 120 -day review period be extended 229 days (Exhibits A.9, A.17, A.20, H.26 and H.57)

Unless further extended by the applicant, the 120 days will expire on : June 14, 2018

Some of the information contained in this report was provided by the applicant.
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As required by Section 33.800.060 of the Portland Zoning Code, the burden of proof is o n the
applicant to show that the approval criteria are met. The Bureau of Development Services has
independently reviewed the information submitted by the applicant and has included this

information only where the Bureau of Development Services has determ ined the information
satisfactorily demonstrates compliance with the applicable approval criteria. This report is the
decision of the Bureau of Development Services with input from other City and public agencies.

Conditions of Approval. If approved, thi s project may be subject to a number of specific
conditions, listed above. Compliance with the applicable conditions of approval must be
documented in all related permit applications. Plans and drawings submitted during the
permitting process must illust rate how applicable conditions of approval are met. Any project
elements that are specifically required by conditions of approval must be shown on the plans,
and labeled as such.

These conditions of approval run with the land, unless modified by future | and use reviews. As

used in the conditions, the term oOoapplicantdé includes
person undertaking development pursuant to this land use review, the proprietor of the use or

development approved by this land use revie w, and the current owner and future owners of the

property subject to this land use review.

Appeal of this Decision. This decision is final and becomes effective the day the notice of

decision is mailed (noted above). This decision may not be appealed t o City Council; however, it
may be challenged by filing a "Notice of Intent to Appeal" with the State Land Use Board of

Appeals (LUBA) within 21 days of the date the decision is mailed, pursuant to ORS 197.0 and

197.830. A fee is required, and the issue b eing appealed must have been raised by the close of
the record and with sufficient specificity to afford the review body an opportunity to respond to

the issue. For further information, contact LUBA at the Public Utility Commission Building, 550

Capitol S treet NE, Salem, OR 97310. [Telephone: (503)373 -1265]

Recording the final decision.

If this Land Use Review is approved the final decision will be recorded with the Multhomah

County Recorder.

1 Unless appealed, the final decision will be recorded after April 25 , 2018 by the Bureau of
Development Services.

The applicant, builder, or a representative does not need to record the final decision with the

Multhomah County Recorder.

For further information on your recording documents please call the Bureau of De velopment
Services Land Use Services Division at 503  -823-0625.

Expiration of this approval. An approval expires three years from the date the final decision is
rendered unless a building permit has been issued, or the approved activity has begun.

Where a site has received approval for multiple developments, and a building permit is not
issued for all of the approved development within three years of the date of the final decision, a
new land use review will be required before a permit will be issued f or the remaining
development, subject to the Zoning Code in effect at that time.

Zone Change and Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment approvals do not expire.

Applying for your permits. A building permit, occupancy permit, or development permit may

be required before carrying out an approved project. At the time they apply for a permit,

permittees must demonstrate compliance with:

1 All conditions imposed herein;

1 All applicable development standards, unless specifically exempted as part of this land use
review;

1 All requirements of the building code; and

t
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1 All provisions of the Municipal Code of the City of Portland, and all other applicable
ordinances, provisions and regulations of the City.

A.

©oN>OA~WNE P>

20.

EXHIBITS
NOT ATTACHED UNLESS INDICATED

ppl i cStateméns

Ori ginal application, narrative, plans and drawings

Copy of email correspondence regarding design concerns, May 3, 2017

Supplemental information 0 revised drawings, May 10, 2017

Supplemental information 0 revised drawings, June 9, 2017

Supplemental informatio n 0 revised drawings, June 11, 2017

Supplemental information 0 revised drawings, June 27,2017

Copy of email correspondence regarding design concerns, June 30, 2017
Supplemental information d revised drawings and stormwater report, August 3, 2017
First ext ension to 120 days, received August 25, 2017

Copy of email correspondence regarding design concerns, August 25, 2017
Supplemental information 0 revised drawings and stormwater report, August 28, 2017
Copy of email correspondence regarding design concerns, September 21, 2017

Copy of email correspondence regarding objections to COAs, September 28, 2017
Supplemental information 0 revised drawings, October 3, 2017

Supplemental information 0 revised stormwater report, October 13, 2017

Copy of email correspondenc e regarding acceptance of COAs, October 16, 2017
Second extension to 120 days, received November 14, 2017

Supplemental information & revised drawings, November 27, 2017

Supplemental information 0 revised drawings, December 12, 2017

Third extension to 120d  ays, received December 13, 2017

Zoning Map (attached)
Plans/Drawings:

25.

Preliminary Site Plan

Preliminary Security  Plan

Preliminary 1 st Level Unit Mix
Preliminary 2 nd Level Unit Mix
Preliminary 3 @ Level Unit Mix
Preliminary Roof Plan

Preliminary Elevatio ns d North and East
Preliminary Elevations  d South and West
Lighting Plan

Wall Sections and Details

C0.3 Existing Conditions

C1.0 Site Plan

C2.0 Grading Plan

C3.0 Utility Plan

L1.0 Landscape Plan

L1.1 Landscape Details

L2.0 Tree Plan

Concealed Fastener Metal Panel System Cutsheet
Brick System Cutsheet

Box Rib Metal Panel System  Cutsheet
Light Fixture Cutsheets

Loading Bay Door Cutsheet

Storefront System Cutsheets

Canopy Detail Cutsheet

Material Sheet

Notification information:

1.

2
3.
4

Mailing list (Original Maili  ng on July 5, 2017)
Mailing list (Revised Mailing on July 14, 2017)
Mailed notice (Original Mailing on July 5, 2017)
Mailed notice (Revised Mailing on July 14, 2017)
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E. Agency Responses:

1.
2a.
2b.
2c.
3a.
3b.
4,
5.
6.
7.
F. Corr
1.
2.

10.

11.

12,

13.
14,
15.
16.
17.

18.

Bureau of Site Development

Bureau of Environmental Services

Email from Bureau of Environmental Services to Applicant

Addendum from Bureau of Environmental Services

Bureau of Transportation Engineering and Development Review

Addendum from Bureau of Transportation Engineering and Development Review
Oregon Department of Transportation

Water Bureau

Fire Bureau

Bureau of Life Safety

espondence:

Andrew Plambeck, April 5, 2017, Neighbor, wrote in opposition to the project.
Stacie Greer, April 28, 2017, Neighbor to the north, wrote with opposition to the
pro ject, citing concerns with access and the current driveway configuration,

increased traffic, landscaping and security issues.

Shawn Morgan, May 8, 2017, Neighbor, wrote and called to inquire about the
process and when a neighborhood notice would be sent out.

John Carr, May 8, 2017, Chair for the South Tabor Neighborhood Association, wrote
to ask for clarification regarding the driveway configuration.

Stacie Greer, May 10, 2017, Neighbor to the north, wrote in opposition to the project,

citing several conce rns, including driveway locations, active uses, fencing, landscaping
and access hours.

Duane Hanson, May 11, 2017, Neighbor, wrote in opposition to the project,

citing several concerns, including driveway locations, active uses, and access
hours.

Angie Hahn, July 7, 2017, Neighbor, wrote in opposition to the project, citing

concerns with the inappropriateness of the use, increased noise and security.
Andrew Plambeck, July 12, 2017, Neighbor, wrote in opposition to the project, citing
the inappropriatenesso f t he use, increased traffic and

environmental goals.

Harmony Quiroz, July 24, 2017, Neighbor, wrote in opposition to the project,
citing several concerns, including driveway locations, increased traffic, active

uses, and respo nse to neighborhood character.

Kurt Neilson, July 25, 2017, Neighbor, wrote in opposition to the project, citing
the inappropriateness of the use.

Kerry Rowand, July 25, 2017, Neighbor, wrote in opposition to the project, citing
concerns with the lack of exterior lighting, windows and community space, as well
as concerns with driveway configuration, congestion and traffic safety.

John Carr, July 31, 2017, South Tabor Neighborhood Association Land Use
Chair, wrote on behalf of the STNA in opposition to the p roject, citing several
concerns including traffic impacts on SE 62 nd Avenue, active uses along SE

82nd Avenue, materiality and  massing.

Andrew Plambeck, August 1, 2017, Neighbor, wrote in opposition to the project, citing
concerns with increased traffic, lack of response to neighborhood character, pedestrian
amenities (response to local bus stop), active use and lighting on site.

Kristine Schultz, August 1, 2017, Neighbor, wrote in opposition to the project,
citing concerns with increased traffic on SE 62 nd safety, liveability and active

use.

Greg Greer, August 1, 2017, Neighbor, wrote in opposition to the project, citing
concerns with increased traffic on SE 62nd, security, increased noise, massing
and materiality.

Linda Sargent -Eder, August 1, 2017, Neighbor, wrote in opposition to the project,
citing concerns with security and safety of the structure, as well as increased traffic

and safety concerns on SE Powell  Boulevard.

Laura Claar, August 1, 2017, Neighbor, wrote in opposition to the project,

citing ¢ oncerns with access and increased congestion off of SE 62nd,

materiality, height, landscaping, security and lack of active uses.

Darlene Zimbardi, August 2, 2017, Neighbor, wrote in opposition to the project,

t

he
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citing concerns with increased traffic, and lac k of response to security concerns
and neighborhood character.

19. Eric Lozano, August 3, 2017, Neighbor, wrote in opposition to the project, citing
concerns with massing on end walls, as well as materiality, traffic impacts, and lack
of response to security ¢ oncerns and neighborhood character.

20. John Carr, August 3, 2017, Neighbor, wrote in opposition to the project, citing concerns
regarding security, providing more on-site parking, as well as the location and screening
of mechanical equipment and trash/recycli ng areas.

21. Tim Parsons, August 4, 2017, Neighbor, wrote in opposition to the project,
citing concerns with materiality and lack of response to neighborhood
character.

22. Joan Frederiksen, August 4, 2017, Neighbor, wrote in opposition to the project, citing
concerns with materiality, traffic impacts, and lack of response to security concerns
and neighborhood character.

23. D.Amico, August 4, 2017, Neighbor, wrote in opposition to the project, citing
concerns with materiality, traffic impacts, and lack of response t 0 security
concerns and neighborhood  character.

24. Anne Storrs, August 4, 2017, Neighbor, wrote in opposition to the project citing
concerns with materiality, traffic impacts, and lack of response to security concerns
and neighborhood character.

25. Jeff Christen son, August 4, 2017, Neighbor, wrote in opposition to the project
citing concerns with the access points to the creating increased traffic and safety
impacts.

26. Jamie Orr, August 4, 2017, Neighbor, wrote in opposition to the project citing
concerns with mate riality, traffic impacts, and lack of response to security concerns
and neighborhood character.

27. Dave Peterson, August 4, 2017, Neighbor, wrote in opposition to the project citing
concerns with materiality, traffic impacts, and lack of response to security concerns
and neighborhood character.

28. Andrew Locke, August 4, 2017, Neighbor, wrote in opposition to the project citing
concerns with materiality, traffic impacts, and lack of response to security concerns
and neighborhood character.

29. Mark Anderson, August 4 , 2017, Neighbor, wrote in opposition to the project citing
concerns with materiality, traffic impacts, and lack of response to security concerns
and neighborhood character.

30. Gabe S., August 4, 2017, Neighbor, wrote in opposition to the project citing
concerns with the proposed use and its lack of response to neighborhood context
and character.

31. Allen Maertz, August 5, 2017, Neighbor, wrote in opposition to the project
citing concerns with increased traffic, and lack of response to security
concerns and neigh borhood character.

G. Other:

1. Original LU Application

2. Site Research

3. Incomplete Letter, dated April 18, 2017

4. Memo of Incompleteness, dated May 15, 2017

5. Copy of email to RACC, dated May 15, 2017

6. Copy of email regarding conformance issues, dated August 8, 2017

7.  Copy of email regarding issues with driveway, dated August 8, 2017

8. Copy of email regarding transportation issues, dated August 15, 2017

9. Copy of email regarding transportation issues, dated August 31, 2017

10. Copy of email regarding transportation issues, dated August 31, 2017

11. Copy of email regarding COAs, dated September 5, 2017

12. Copy of email regarding outstanding issues, dated October 13, 2017

13. Copy of email regarding neighborhood concerns, dated October 19, 2017

14. Copy of email regarding conformance issues, dated November 28, 2017

H. Received before the February 1, 2018 Appeal Hearing
1. Appeal Submittal 8 John Carr, South Tabor Neighborhood Association
2. Appealed Administrative Type Il Notice of Decision/Notice of Appeal
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Mailing List
Mailed notice
Applicantds Summary Response to Appeal |l ssues
a. Staff Memo to Commission, January 25, 2018
b. Appellant Issues and Staff Reponses, January 25, 2018
Mariane Zenker and Michael Parrish, January 17 0 letter of support for appeal
Jeffrey J. Chris tensen, January 18, 2018 4 letter of support for appeal
9. Estelle Golden, January 19, 2018 0 letter of support for appeal
10. Marcee Meijer, January 21, 2018 8 letter of support for appeal
11. Shawn Morgan, January 22, 2018 0 letter of support for appe al
12. Sandra Hay Magdaleno and Ute Munger, January 29, 0 letter of support for appeal
13. Edward Kaiser, January 29, 2018 0 letter of support for appeal
14. Suggested Conditions of Approval (from applicant) for 6025 SE Powell Blvd.
Storage Facility , January 29, 2018.
15. Jeff Christensen, January 29, 2018, 0 letter of support for appeal
16. Darlene Zimbardi, January 30, 2018, 0 letter of support for appeal
17.  Alex Aujero, January 30, 2018, 0 letter of support for appeal
18. Tim Parsons, February 1, 2018, 0 letter of support for appeal
Received at the February 1, 2018 Appeal Hearing
19. Staff PowerPoint Presentation to Hearing Body, February 1, 2018
20. Appellant PowerPoint Presentation to Hearing Body, February 1, 2018
21. Applicant PowerPoint Presentation to Hearing Body, February 1, 2018
22. Testimony Sign -up Sheet, February 1, 2018
Received after the February 1, 2018 Appeal Hearing (1 st 14 Days)
23. Summary of Design Commission Feedback, February 5, 2018
24. Trisha Parks, February 10, 2018, 0 letter of support for appe al
25. Meredith Baker, February 12, 2018, 0 letter of support for appeal

26. Fourth extension to 120 days, received February 13, 2018
27. Mary D. Christensen, February 14, 2018 0 letter of support for appeal
28. Anne Storrs and Michael McCalllister, February 14, 2018 0 letter of support for appeal

29. Jeff Christensen, February 15, 2018 0 letter of support for appeal
30. Joan Frederiksen, February 15, 2018 d letter of support for appeal
31. John Carr, February 15, 2018 0 Additional Appellant Evidence and Testimony
32. Ty Wyman, February 1 5, 2018 0 letter of support for appeal
33. Applicant Response to Commission Requests, February 15, 2018
33a. Applicant Response to Commission Requests : Scheme A, February 15, 2018
a.l. Site Plan
a.2. South and West Elevations  (attached)
a.3. North and Ea st Elevations (attached)
a.4. Rendering
a.5. Rendering
a.6. Rendering
a.7. Rendering
33b. Applicant Response to Commission Requests : Scheme B , February 15, 2018
b.1. Site Plan (attached)
b.2. South and West Elevations
b.3. North and East Elevations
b.4. Rendering
b.5. Rendering
b.6. Landscaping Plan  (attached)
Received after the February 1, 2018 Appeal Hearing (2 nd 14 Days)
34. John Carr -STNA, February 20, 2018 0 Questions to ODOT -PBOT
35. John Carr -STNA, February 20, 2018 0 Truck Maneuvering
36. Applicant Letter from September 28 -2017, Re -sent on February 26, 2018
37. Allen Maertz, February 28, 2018 -0 letter of support for appeal
38. Darlene Zimbardi, February 28, 2018 0 comments
39. Jeff Christensen, February 28, 2018 0 comments
40. John Carr, February 28, 2018 0 Response to New Evidence
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41. Applicant Detailed Response, March 1, 2018
42. Applicant Renderings, March 1, 2018
43. Applicant Testimony and Evidence, March 1, 2018
44, Applicant Testimony on Traffic, March 1, 2018
45. Joan Frederiksen, March 1, 2018 & comments
46. Mark Anderson and K ay Carlson, March 1, 2018 8 comments
47. ODOT Response to STNA and City, March 1, 2018
48. ODOT Response to STNA, March 1, 2018
49. PBOT Response to STNA, March 1, 2018
50. Stacie and Greg Greer, March 1, 2018 -0 letter of support for appeal
51. Ty Wyman -NW Self-Storage, Marc h 1, 2018 & comments
Received after the February 1, 2018 Appeal Hearing (3 rd 14 Days)
52. Staff Memo to Commission, March 8, 2018
53. BDS Summary of Appellant Issues, Commission Requests and Applicant Responses,
March 8, 2018
54.  Applicant Rebuttal, March 8, 2018
55. BDS Summation of Conditions of Approval, March 13, 2018
Received at the March 15, 2018 Appeal Hearing
56. Testimony Sign -up Sheet, Noting Closed Record, March 15, 2018
57. Fifth extension to 120 days, received March 15, 2018

The Bureau of Development Services is committed to providing equal access to
information and hearings. Please notify us no less than five business days prior to the
event if you need special accommodations. Call 503 -823 -7300 (TTY 503 -823 -6868).

Page 27
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